Introduction
The major problem associated with allegations that a judge was biased or perceived to have been prejudiced is the inability of the complainant to prove the facts of adjudicative partiality. It is often impossible to determine with any measure of precision the state of mind of an adjudicator who has rendered a verdict. Thus, actual bias is an elusive proposition. Accordingly, the courts take the position that an appearance of impartiality is in itself an essential component of procedural fairness.
Even so, the threshold of finding perceived bias is as high as where actual bias is alleged. Whenever an allegation of bias or a reasonable apprehension of bias is made, the adjudicative integrity not only of the individual judge but of the entire administration of justice is called into question. The court must, therefore, consider the matter very carefully before making a finding.
1
In order to ensure that fairness in the conduct of regular courts and administrative tribunals is maintained, the courts ask the question whether or not a reasonably informed observer would reasonably perceive bias on the part of the officer adjudicating the issue. 2 Clearly, therefore, unless the individual judge reveals by way of utterances or through conduct the inner working of her mind, it could be difficult to guess what the judge, as a human being, has in mind. 3 Robert Stevens thus rightly describes impartiality as an ephemeral concept which has eluded both philosophers and psychologists as to its real meaning. 4 Much reliance is therefore placed on visible manifestations of impartiality. 5 The answer to the question of whether a judge is biased or her judgment tainted with the elements of bias would ultimately rest on subjective human conjecture or perception.
However, public perception that a hearing was not fair would not per se be a ground upon which a court can set aside a hearing for apparent bias in the absence of its being reasonably entertained by the applicants and attributed to the adjudicator. 6 Similarly, a general perception without particularity held by a group that professional judges are inherently prejudiced against a class of litigants may not suffice. 7 Proof of apprehension of bias is made easier if it can be shown that the adjudicator has come to adjudication with a baggage of known or ascertainable relationships such as kinship or association (friendly or hostile) in professional, business or other pursuits The composition of the tribunal is one sure visible manifestation. Where, therefore, certain members of a domestic disciplinary tribunal of a political party who sat to hear allegations of misconduct against a co-member subsequently participated in the panel that heard the member's appeal upon their decision to expel him, the Transkei Division of the High Court could not imagine a clearer breach of the rule against bias -Mafongosi v United Democratic Movement 2002 5 SA 567 (Tk). 6
In Derby-Lewis v Chairman, Amnesty Committee of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission 2001 3 SA 1033 (C) 1067C-D it was argued that in the light of statements made by various persons and groups before the amnesty hearing for the murder of Chris Hani, there was a public perception that their hearing was not a fair hearing. Although the applicants did not allege bias or prejudice on the Committee members, they asked the court to replace the Committee's finding with theirs rather than remitting the matter back to the Committee. It was held that "a public perception would not be a good ground for substituting our own verdict, if a remittal was otherwise indicated. The applicants would at least have to show that they reasonably perceive bias on the part of the Amnesty Committee to which their applications are remitted…. They have already accepted that at least one Amnesty Committee (being the Committee a quo) was unbiased towards them. On that premise, they must accept that there may be other unbiased Committees." Such reasonable perception was legitimately entertained in Bam-Mugwanya v Minister of Finance and Provincial Expenditure, Eastern Cape 2001 4 SA 120 (Ck) paras 34-35 where a member of the Provincial Tender Board misrepresented to the Board that she had no interests in the transport services subject of the tender whereas the member and her brother had direct interest in the passenger transport industry. It was held that it was a clear-cut instance of a situation where she ought to have recused herself from the tender process in its entirety. And having not done so, her participation in the tender process tainted the entire exercise with bias. with one of the parties in court. 8 It may be that the adjudicator has pecuniary interest in the subject matter of dispute; 9 or that she has uttered words or in some other manner exhibited an obviously prejudicial attitude that may alert a party thereby prejudiced of the danger that he might not obtain even-handed justice from the judge. 10 In the absence of any of these conceivable factors, bias or impartiality falls to be determined from the circumstances of the case. Incidentally, such a determination cannot be founded on an adjudicator's error of interpretation, or on her application of the law to the facts before court. 11 The bare fact that a judge has ruled against an applicant is not evidence sufficient to show the state of the judge's mind.
It alone cannot support a claim of bias nor can it serve as evidence to impeach the legal quality of an otherwise well conducted judicial proceeding. 12 Similarly, that a deadly legal point was forcefully made by the court during argument in a matter cannot give rise to an apprehension of bias in the eyes of the "reasonable, objective
and informed litigant in possession of the correct facts."
13
This article attempts to isolate the emerging approaches to the determination of actual or apparent bias in South Africa by analysing the jurisprudence on the subject. relationship with any of the parties involved in the case deliberately distorted the facts of the case before him "for reasons best known" to him? Or that, at the instance of the same presiding judge, the court "decided to find against the applicants and in order to give effect to such decision, elected either to disregard the record for such purpose, or to apply interpretations to the record that are inconsistent with any reasonable understanding of the record."
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Further allegations of premeditated bias against the Supreme Court of Appeal and the presiding judge were that they failed to distinguish between "facts and own interpretations thereof for the purpose of arriving at predetermined findings," and that they "disregarded" or "nullified" admitted facts to support predetermined findings.
Moreover, the court "wilfully" ignored the evidence in a manner inconsistent with the record and proceeded to make at least 114 "grossly incorrect findings" in "a deliberate attempt" to justify the award of the tender to the opponent. Finally, counsel submitted that the applicants' complaint was not related to "findings of fact" but to the delivery of a judgment so lacking in impartially "that the integrity, probity and Appeal was against a series of orders made by Kgomo JP in the Northern Cape High Court whereby he awarded custody to the respondents, the maternal grandmother of the child and her husband, an order which was at odds with those made by another Northern Cape Judge and the Western Cape High Court. In an application for leave to appeal against his findings, the trial judge expressed displeasure at the forum-shopping conduct of the applicants which, in his view, was done with the motive of avoiding the consequences of his orders. The Judge also admonished the applicants' lawyer and accused her of being mischevious. "Ms Deysel's attitude and conduct" he said, "is testimony to her utter ignorance of the Rules of Court and her abject discourtesy to this court by agitating non-appearance." The trial judge then invited the respondents to bring contempt proceedings against the applicants if his orders were not complied with. It is these utterances that the Supreme Court of Appeal found to evince bias on the part of the trial judge. According to Lewis J, the language used was completely intemperate and was to be deplored. Further, by inviting a party to bring contempt proceedings against the other, the trial judge had "stepped into the arena" and was more concerned with "legal niceties" than with the "child's best interest". For them, it is generally "a simple matter to identify actual bias since the administrator will reflect a closed mind to the issues raised." In their view, "a reasonable suspicion of bias or perceived bias is rather more complex". 34 Per Cory J, Newfoundland Telephone 297; Locabail (UK) Ltd v Bayfield Properties Ltd 2000 QB viewed by the objective standard, which is that a reasonably informed person with knowledge of the facts would reasonably apprehend the possibility of bias in the circumstances.
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Most often, the parties start their pleading by discountenancing actual biasdeclaring that the integrity of the judge was not in doubt -so they base their case on the apprehension of bias.
36 For instance, in McGonnell v UK 37 there was no suggestion that the Bailiff against whom an allegation of reasonable apprehension of bias was upheld was subjectively prejudiced or biased when he heard the applicant's planning appeal. Moreover, it was not alleged that his participation as Deputy Bailiff in the adoption of the development plan gave rise to actual bias on his part. Of course, where actual bias is shown to be present, the judge is disqualified and the proceeding is vitiated. Whether bias is actual or perceived is discernible from the facts of the case, the conduct, the utterances or the general disposition of the judge before or during the proceedings, his/her relationship with one or other of the parties or his/her interest in the outcome of the case before the court and the circumstances surrounding the entire case.
38
The jurisprudence that has developed out of the principle of impartiality or the rule against bias is such that the courts do not insist on the proof of actual bias on the part of the judge, since the appearance or a reasonable apprehension of bias, if of Namibia had to recuse himself from the trial in S v Dawid 1991 1 SACR 375 (Nm) even though he found no atom of truth in the allegation that there had been actual bias on his part against the accused arising from his adverse finding on the credibility of the accused as a witness in another case. However, since he could not convince himself that the accused would not harbour a reasonable fear that owing to his earlier finding, he would not be biased in favour of finding that the accused's evidence in this case would also be rejected by him, O'Linn J granted the application and recused himself from hearing the case. justices sit." Thirdly, the presence or absence of actual bias may not be relevant to the inquiry since the longstanding aphorism is that "it is not merely of some importance but is of fundamental importance that justice should not only be done, but should manifestly and undoubtedly be seen to be done." 44 The Supreme Court then concluded:
Of the three justifications for the objective standard of reasonable apprehension of bias, the last is the most demanding for the judicial system, because it countenances the possibility that justice might not be seen to be done, even where it is undoubtedly done -that is, it envisions the possibility that a decision-maker may be totally impartial in circumstances which nevertheless create a reasonable apprehension of bias, requiring his or her disqualification. But, even where the principle is understood in these terms, the criterion of disqualification still goes to the judge's state of mind, albeit viewed from the objective perspective of the reasonable person. The reasonable person is asked to imagine the decisionmaker's state of mind, under the circumstances. 
Presumption of impartiality
The courts approach the constitutional challenge of legislation by way of an interpretative restraint based on a presumption that the law made by the elected representatives of the people is constitutional until the particulars of the unconstitutionality are shown. In the same manner, they approach an allegation of apprehension of bias against superior court judges with the presumption of impartiality. This is the first hurdle to surmount in an attempt to show that a judge had conducted the proceeding in a way that raises an apprehension of bias. The courts take the view that given the nature of the judicial office and the oath of office of superior court judges, there is no presumption that such a highly dignified public functionary would discharge his/her important judicial office with favour, prejudice or partiality. On the other hand, the rationale for the presumption is founded on: (a) public confidence 46 in the common law system, which is rooted in the fundamental Courts have rightly recognised that there is a presumption that judges will carry out their oath of office…. This is one of the reasons why the threshold for a successful allegation of perceived judicial bias is high. However, despite this high threshold, the presumption can be displaced with 'cogent evidence' that demonstrates that something the judge has done gives rise to a reasonable apprehension of bias.
52
confidence in the administration of justice would be damaged were the court to take the view that such behaviour did not matter whereas the member's conduct was "wholly inappropriate" for any member of a tribunal. In an appeal against the order of the Federal Court of Appeal setting aside a deportation order against the respondent, it was alleged that the Minister, some of his Ministerial colleagues and a strong Jewish lobby had conspired to have the respondent and his family deported from Canada. Although Justice Abella, a recent appointee to the Supreme Court Bench, had of her own accord voluntarily recused herself from sitting in the matter because her husband was chair of the War Crimes Committee of the Canadian Jewish Congress, a party to the proceedings, the respondent had alleged that she was appointed to the Supreme Court to deliver judgment that will lead to his deportation. There was no evidence that any of the judges of the Supreme Court who heard the case had anything to do with the case prior to the court proceeding. Thus, no reasonable person would think that after recusal Abella J's mere presence as a member of the court would impair the ability of the other members to remain impartial. Without an iota of evidence to rebut the presumption of impartiality, it was held that it operated against the respondent whose motion was "flagrantly without basis in fact or in law." It constituted "an unqualified and abusive attack on the integrity of the Judges of this Court." The court further observed: "If there is a duty on the part of one member of our Court to recuse him or herself, it is an astounding proposition to suggest that the same duty
The persistence of this presumption in Canadian law was recently reiterated by the Supreme Court in these words: "the presumption of impartiality carries considerable weight, and the law should not carelessly evoke the possibility of bias in a judge, whose authority depends upon that presumption." 53 The effect of this presumption is that "while the requirement of judicial impartiality is a stringent one, the burden is on the party arguing for disqualification to establish that the circumstances justify a finding that the judge must be disqualified."
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South African courts also apply the presumption that judicial officers are impartial in adjudicating disputes. 55 Thus, in adopting the opinion expressed in R v S (RD) as "entirely consistent with the approach of South African courts to applications for the recusal of a judicial officer," the Constitutional Court held in SARFU 2 that a presumption in favour of judges' impartiality must be taken into account in deciding whether or not a reasonable litigant would have entertained a reasonable apprehension that the judicial officer was or might be biased. 56 The court emphasised the effect of the presumption to be that the person alleging must go further to prove. It must be recalled that the applicant in this case requested that about half of the Constitutional Court bench should be recused from sitting in appeal on his matter. It would appear, therefore, that the higher in the judicial hierarchy, the higher is the burden of proof of the apprehended bias against the judge, especially in a multi-judge panel.
In considering the numerous allegations based on the apprehension of bias in S v
Basson 2, 57 the Constitutional Court held that the presumption in favour of the trial judge must apply. This means, first, that the court considering a claim of bias must take into account the presumption of impartiality. Secondly, in order to establish bias, a complainant would have to show that the remarks made by the trial judge were of automatically attaches to the rest of the Court or compromises the integrity of the whole Court.
To reach that conclusion would be to ascribe a singular fragility to the impartiality that a judge must necessarily show, and to the ability of judges to discharge the duties associated with impartiality in accordance with the traditions of our jurisprudence". establish whether a tribunal can be considered as 'independent', regard must be had inter alia to the manner of appointment of its members and their term of office, the existence of guarantees against outside pressures and the question whether the body presents an appearance of independence. As to the question of 'impartiality', there are two aspects to this requirement. First, the tribunal must be subjectively free of personal prejudice or bias. Secondly, it must also be impartial from an objective viewpoint, that is, it must offer sufficient guarantees to exclude any legitimate doubt in this respect." Affirming this approach in McGonnell v UK 2000 8 BHRC 56 para 57, the European Court of Human Rights held that the issue was whether the Bailiff of Guernsey had the required "appearance of independence" or the required "objective impartiality" in circumstances where the Bailiff functions in judicial as well as non-judicial capacities. The Bailiff while acting as Deputy Bailiff in the present matter had presided over the Legislative Assembly deliberations over the plaintiff's planning application. Subsequently, he presided over the applicant's planning appeal to the Royal Court. The court held that these circumstances were capable of casting doubt on his impartiality when he subsequently determined, as the sole judge of the law in the applicant's appeal. The applicant was therefore entitled to the legitimate view that the Bailiff might have been influenced by his prior participation in the Assembly's decision on the planning application. "That doubt in itself, however slight its justification, is sufficient to vitiate the impartiality of the Royal Court, and it is therefore unnecessary for the court to look into other aspects of the complaint." 70 SARFU 2 para 38. 71 SARFU 2 para 48; SACCAWU paras 11-17. , an election petition, should recuse themselves as they benefitted from the scheme whereby they were enabled to purchase Mercedes Benz cars for paltry amounts. It was alleged that, as beneficiaries of the said scheme, the three Judges could not reasonably be perceived as impartial arbiters in a disputed election which may have an influence on the balance of power in Parliament. The question before the court was whether the Judges of the High Court having been listed in the relevant legal instrument as beneficiaries to the Imperial Scheme thereby being able to purchase the said motor vehicles at predetermined prices, there was a real likelihood that the Judges of the panel might be inclined to be prejudiced in favour of the Lesotho Congress for Democracy, the ruling majority party in the election petition involving the applicants and the respondents. that the law with regard to applications for recusal was settled in the trilogy of Constitutional Court cases: SARFU 2 paras 35-48; SACCAWU paras 11-17; and Bernert paras 28-37. The learned Judge proceeded to apply the double-reasonableness test embedded in those judgments in determining the application for his recusal for apprehension of bias arising from the critical views he expressed in a public lecture relating to a system of contingency fees which he argued required safeguards to prevent its being exploited by legal practitioners who might see in it an opportunity to enrich themselves. The applicant's ground for recusal was that the judge held a fixed view -a prejudgment -on the costs order which the applicant sought. As already noted, the reasonable "suspicion of bias" test was discarded in SARFU whether it applied the test in Islamic Unity Convention because it was reviewing a decision on PAJA ground, or if the SARFU 2 test did not apply to the matter. It must be admitted that section 6(2)(a)(iii) introduced in its own right elements of confusion in a subject where judges and academics alike agree that it is a matter of came before the judge, he would disregard the established principles and make a finding on the costs adverse to the party whose lawyers were employed on a contingency-fee basis. semantics 82 and as Baxter put it, there is "a welter of unintentional terminological vacillation" in this field. 83 But does it follow, as Hoexter suggests, that the Constitutional Court's preference for the "reasonable apprehension" test is confined to "cases relating to the recusal of judges"? 84 Taking a second look at the logic of that reasoning, does it then mean that there are two tests: (a) "reasonable suspicion"
for the application for judicial review under section 6(2)(a)(iii); and (b) "reasonable apprehension" where a recusal application is made? In the absence of any further explanation as to why this should be the case, it would appear that the prevailing test in any of the two circumstances postulated remains the acceptable double reasonableness test described in this article. If an applicant alleges bias or reasonable suspicion of bias in accordance with section 6(2)(a)(iii), that is the cause of action and the test in determining if the allegation is proved is the reasonable apprehension of a reasonable person test.
Upon all of these, the Constitutional Court in Basson 2 85 itself spoke of there being two different approaches to the determination of the appearance of bias. The first focused on whether or not there was a real likelihood of bias, while the second concerned the existence or otherwise of a reasonable apprehension of bias. It was not necessary for a litigant who complained of bias to establish that there was a real likelihood of bias; a real apprehension of bias was sufficient. In this sense, a real likelihood of bias assumes the role of actual bias and, if this is so, it falls off as a test and turns into a question of fact. In these circumstances, clarifications would be desirable from the same Constitutional Court, the highest judicial authority on constitutional jurisdiction in South Africa, as to whether this development is a slip, a misconception, or the outcome of a deliberately intention to return to the status quo ante.
Now, did the Constitutional Court take the opportunity of addressing the problem in Inevitably, a reasonable, objective and informed person would reasonably apprehend that a judicial officer who has a direct financial interest in the outcome of proceedings would not bring an impartial mind to bear on the adjudication of the case. Although a judicial officer may have a pecuniary interest in the form of shares or other financial interest in a company that is a party to the proceedings before him or her that does not necessarily mean that the judicial officer has a financial interest in the outcome of those proceedings. In many cases in which a company is a party to the litigation, the outcome of the proceedings may have no capacity to affect the value of the shares held by the judicial officer or his or her ownership of those shares. A reasonably informed litigant, therefore, would not reasonably apprehend that, simply because a judicial officer owns shares in a litigant company, the judicial officer would not bring an impartial mind to bear in adjudicating the case. But at the same time, it cannot be assumed that proceedings in which a company is a party will not affect the shares held by the judicial officer in that company or his or her interest in those shares.
88
Since the foregoing pronouncements were no mere dicta but an essential part of the ratio, one may argue that it could reasonably be inferred that in reiterating and reinvigorating the double-reasonableness test in Bernert and De Lacy, the Constitutional Court could be said to have set the record straight. 
6

De Lacy in context
When the facts in this case are assessed with regard to the presumption of judicial impartiality and the double requirement of reasonableness, could a fair-minded, reasonable observer have reasonably apprehended that the court, or the presiding judge, or both were biased in rendering a judgment that reversed the award made by the trial judge? Given the nature of the allegations the appellants made against the judges who rendered the judgment whereby a whopping R60m evaporated before their very eyes, neither the appellants nor their counsel could have been described as being anything like objective bystanders. The court had no doubt that the prevailing jurisprudence in South Africa is that a judicial officer who sits on a case in which there exists a reasonable apprehension that he or she might be biased acts in a manner that is inconsistent with the Constitution. The judicial system requires that courts must not only be impartial and independent; they must also be seen to be so. In it the appellant, a prisoner, sought to review his classification as a maximum security prisoner as unlawful due to some alleged breaches of the rules of natural justice but got embroiled in several unsubstantiated recusal applications. Before the Court of Appeal, the appellant made a recusal application of all three judges or at least some of them, relying first on the fact that the panel was not chosen by lot, a system not normally used in that court. The court dismissed this argument since a lottery was not what was required by law. The second was that the wife of one of the Judges was a member of the parole board. This matter was brought to the attention of the panel prior to the hearing by the judge in question. She had participated in a relatively recent review of the appellant's case but had nothing to do with the reviews before court, the events of which happened a long time previously. The panel discussed the matter collectively and took the view that the matter should be drawn to the attention of counsel, who confirmed that he had no concerns. The appellant now argued that the panel should not have met to discuss the issue prior to the hearing. This argument, like the first, overlooked the practice in judicial quarters where, in principle, discussion between judges is a good thing from the beginning to the end of a case. See also Australian Institute of Judicial Administration Guide to Judicial Conduct 15-16; Paterson Law Lords 91. The third ground of recusal was that Arnold J was Solicitor General when the appellant's appeal was dealt with in 2003. Here, again, there was no evidence that Arnold J had had any involvement in that appeal. Finally, it was contended that the panel was not independent because of some entitlement matters. It was alleged that when Arnold J was Solicitor General, he had written a report as to the unequal superannuation entitlements of pre-substantial enough to satisfy the requirements of the fair-minded reasonable observer. In De Lacy the applicants alleged only that the Supreme Court of Appeal committed 114 factual errors which were not borne out by the record. They based their case on the formulations in Basson and Bernert, where it was held that a mistake on the facts will give rise to a reasonable apprehension of bias only if it was so unreasonable on the record that it was inexplicable except on the basis of bias.
The court held in both cases that a mistake on the facts, even if it were so shown,
would not ordinarily be sufficient on its own to justify a reasonable apprehension of bias. A litigant who relies on bias based on incorrect factual findings indeed carries the onus of establishing the partiality, and this, indeed, is a formidable onus to discharge. For that to happen, an applicant must, in the first instance, show that the factual findings were erroneous on the appeal record. This is a threshold requirement. If it is not met "the question of unreasonableness will not arise, and the litigant fails at the first hurdle." 94 However, if a mistake on the facts is shown it will justify a reasonable apprehension of bias only if the error relates to a material fact and it is so unreasonable that it is inexplicable except on the grounds of bias.
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Delivering a judgment unanimously endorsed by all members of the Constitutional Court, Moseneke DCJ emphasised three important requirements where an applicant relies on a reasonable apprehension of bias based on incorrect factual findings.
They must show that: "the impugned findings are not supported by the record; the findings are not mere misdirections but are errors that are so unreasonable that they are inexplicable except on the basis of a reasonable apprehension of bias; and, the factual findings complained of are material to the outcome of the underlying claim. It is self-evident that if an error complained of is immaterial or unrelated to the outcome of the case, then it can hardly be said to induce a reasonable apprehension of show that the judgment complained of contained any material irregularity reasonably capable of inducing a reasonable apprehension of bias. There was also nothing in the findings of that court that could ever justify the "baseless and scurrilous accusations of a deliberate distortion of facts and actual bias on the part of the panel of five judges of an appellate court." 98 Accordingly, the bias claim had no prospects of success whatsoever.
The foregoing discussion would have brought home at least three hard facts which applicants for the apprehension of bias often lose sight of. The first is the admonitions of Mason J whereby he made it clearly" that the fact that the ground of disqualification is a reasonable apprehension that the judicial officer will not decide the case impartially or without prejudice does not mean that he will decide the case adversely to one party. 99 The second is the statement that allegations are easier made than proved applies more appropriately to the present case than in any other.
The third is that in a case such as De Lacy, there is an element of truth to the saying that a "charge of actual bias is tantamount to a plea of fraud." 100 Not only is cogent evidence required to prove its existence, but it must be "clearly pleaded and 
Conclusion
The cases discussed in this article are diverse in their approach to the subject of bias but, as the analysis has shown, they indicate some pattern of settled principles which complainants must contend with in order to convince a court of the genuineness of their allegations. The first of those principles is the presumption of impartiality, which often works in favour of the court. Failure to rebut this presumption makes the complainant's task a lot harder. The second is meeting the test of the fair-minded observer. This principle applies in tandem with the third, which is the doublereasonableness test. Undoubtedly, these two principles combine to remove the consideration of the issue of bias or the apprehension of bias from the subjective threshold into the more stringent objective standard category. As already shown, the applicants in De Lacy failed all three of these tests. And as the Constitutional Court held in Bernert, the presumption of impartiality and the double-requirement of reasonableness underscore the formidable nature of the burden resting upon the litigant who alleges bias or its apprehension. The idea is not to permit a disgruntled litigant to successfully complain of bias simply because the judicial officer has ruled against him or her. Nor should litigants be encouraged to believe that by seeking the disqualification of a judicial officer they will have their case heard by another judicial officer who is likely to decide the case in their favour. 103 We hasten to conclude that no better illustration of the foregoing than De Lacy has graced the law reports in modern times. proving actual bias on the part of an adjudicator may not always be easy and parties often revert to apprehended bias, an allegation of bias in any adjudication process is a matter that courts take very seriously. This notwithstanding, the courts have failed to consistently demarcate the necessary elements and threshold of proof that complainants must overcome to secure a successful challenge of decisions based on adjudicative impartiality. Upon critical evaluation of the decisions on the subject so far rendered, this article suggests that the pattern which has seemingly emerged is that which weighs the allegations of bias against the presumption of impartiality and the requirements of the double reasonableness test. 
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